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Implementing a Planning Process:
A Problem in Organizational Design
David D. Dill
In their now classic study ofacademic organizations in
the early 1970s Cohen and March (1986) asked col-
lege and university presidents whether their college had
a "plan." The responses tended to fall into four alterna-
tives:
(1) Yes, we have a plan. It is used in capital project
and physical location decisions.
(2) Yes, we have a plan. Here it is. It was made during
the administration of our last president. We are working
on a new one.
(3) No, we do not have a plan. We should. We are
working on one.
(4) I think there's a plan around here someplace. Miss
Jones, do we have a copy of our comprehensive 10-
year plan? (p. 113)
Cohen and March concluded that, if planning is
understood as specification of objectives, identification
of alternative routes to objectives, and choice among
alternatives, then there was little evidence of compre-
hensive planning in higher education. Rather planning
was understood as a symbolic activity, creating institu-
tional advertisements to attract the support of private
and public donors.
In the decade that followed Cohen and March's study,
however, the world of higher education changed. Ameri-
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can colleges and universities experienced "the three R's
of the eighties-reduction, reallocation, and retrench-
ment" (Mortimer and Tierney, 1979) and "strategic
planning" became a ubiquitous term in the literature of
higher education (Keller, 1983). Nonetheless, in a na-
tional study of planning at American colleges and uni-
versities during the 1980s, Schmidtlein and Milton (1989)
reaffirmed the findings of Cohen and March:
(1) most institutions reinvented their planning proc-
ess every two to three years;
(2) there were few examples of substantive planning
efforts; and
(3) college and university planning processes ap-
peared to be either a product of presidents' desires to
establish their credentials as leaders, or, in the case of
public institutions, external mandates by state agen-
cies.
Similar to Cohen and March, they found little evi-
dence of planning that led to strategic choices. Yet
leading organizational writers (Hardy, et al., 1983)
continued to argue that the development of a strategic
choice-making process was not only essential to aca-
demic management, but one of the most crucial contri-
butions central administrators could make to improving
the comparative advantage of their institutions. In a
recent national study of American colleges and univer-
sities Cameron and Tschirhart (1992) discovered that in
the current "post-industrial" environment the proc-
esses used to make strategic choiceswas the most impor-
tant predictor of both management success and organ-
izational performance over time.
How is it possible to reconcile the reality of symbolic
or superficial comprehensive planning processes, easily
observable at many, if not most, colleges and universi-
ties, with the obvious need for strategic choices in the
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1990s? Part of the reason for this perceived disjunction
is a failure of design (Orr, 1992). When college and
university planning processes are well designed, they
harmonize with and support the academic organizations
in which they are embedded. When poorly designed,
they undermine the decisions necessary for institutional
adaptation, creating administrative overhead, wasteful
paperwork, and distrust.
There appear to be three primary reasons for the
ineffective design of college and university planning.
First, when resources were plentiful we did not need to
master the discipline of good design. Higher education
institutions grew incrementally, often in a redundant
fashion. The planning processes by which this growth
was managed were often informal. Second, design fails
when narrow self-interest and individualism overcome
the community interest. Colleges and universities are
among the most segmented organizations in contempo-
rary society. Academic organizations are fragmented
into departments, disciplines, programs, and research
centers which pursue their own goals, frequently at the
expense of the larger organization. A well-designed
comprehensive planning process must encourage indi-
viduals and units to value the normative bonds that
bring them together and hold them together (Dill, 1982).
Third, a good planning design must be sensitive to the
governance tradition of each institution, respecting the
processes of decision making which have evolved over
manyyears. Attempts to insert
the planning process of another
institution into a particular
culture and place encourages
distrust and confusion.
In the sections that follow, a
framework for improving the
design ofcomprehensive plan-
ning processes in colleges and
universities will be outlined.
In the first section the essen-
tial concepts of organizational
design will be introduced. Then,
general principles for promot-
ing good design in academic
planning processes will be re-
viewed. Finally, the application
ofthese principles will be illus-
trated in the development and
implementation of a compre-
hensive planning process at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH). This article will
focus on the design of planning processes at large,
complex universities. Nonetheless most, if not all of the
organizational design principles are generally appli-
cable at smaller, less differentiated institutions, as well
as at the unit level within larger institutions. No claim is
made that the planning process at Chapel Hill is an ideal.
In fact, it suffered from a number of the problems
characteristic of other comprehensive planning proc-
esses. Rather, the goal of the article is to contribute to
the development of a body of practice knowledge re-
garding the design and implementation of academic
planning processes. Such knowledge in use can, in turn,
help others improve their strategic choice processes
over time.
Organizational Design
In the simplest terms, there are three essential con-
cepts of organizational design: differentiation, integra-
tion, and contingency (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986).
Differentiation represents the separating and grouping
of individuals into units to carry out the organization's
tasks. Integration represents the degree of collabora-
tion among existing units.
All organizations are characterized by both differen-
tiation and integration, but the balance between the two
is contingent upon the type of task being performed and
the nature of the environment. For example, a group
psychiatric practice is highly differentiated into sepa-
rately practicing professionals. The psychiatrists have a
low degree of integration, limited to collaboration on
the management ofacommon facilityand common serv-
ices such as billing. In contrast, a rugby team has low dif-
ferentiation-unlike American football, all rugby play-
Organizational Design
1970s 1990s
Environment Growth Post-Industrial
Structure High Differentiation
Low Integration
(Loosely-Coupled)
High Differentiation
High Integration
Decision Making Garbage Can
(Strategic Certainty)
Strategic Choice
(Strategic Uncertainty)
Figure 1. Organizational design changes from 1970 to 1990.
ers must be able to run, kick, and handle the ball-and
high integration in the form of practiced teamwork. The
image of a rugby team weaving its way down the field is
a perfect example of collaboration. The tasks performed
by each respective group affect the design of the organi-
zation. But the design is also influenced by the nature of
the environment. Increasing competition in the psychi-
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atric profession has made solo practice less efficient and
created a need for group practices. Applying these three
concepts to our earlier discussion ofplanning processes
reveals several key points (Figure 1).
First, the early 1960s just prior to Cohen and March's
research was the greatest growth market in the history of
American higher education, characterized by plentiful
resources and rapidly increasing student enrollments
(Ben-David, 1972). While competition among aca-
demic institutions existed it was made largely invisible
by the unusual opportunities for program expansion. In
this environment academic structure was characterized
by high differentiation and low integration. The opera-
tive word for academic organization was "loosely-coupled"
(Weick, 1976). The problem of conflict between units,
and the need for collaboration, could be ignored be-
cause differentiation appeared to solve most problems
of organizational design. If faculty members in applied
and pure mathematics did not get along, a separate
department of operations research was created; if the
economics department would not collaborate with the
business school, the business school could appoint its
own economists. Given this munificent environment,
program development was predictable-strategically
certain. Consequently, academic decision-making at many
campuses degenerated to a form of theater, character-
ized by Cohen and March (1986) as a "garbage can"
process in which problems, solutions, participants, and
choices flowed together randomly. In this process, few
problems were solved and few choices were made.
Critical to Cohen and March's decision-making model,
however, and little emphasized in subsequent refer-
ences, was the necessity of "organizational slack" or
slack resources. In short, choice-making of American
colleges and universities of the 1970s was contingent
upon a predictable, growth-oriented, non-competitive
environment.
In the 1990s, as Cameron and Tschirhart (1992) sug-
gest, colleges and universities face a post-industrial
environment characterized by high competition among
institutions, scarcity of resources, and unpredictable
fluctuations in enrollments and revenues. By definition,
program development in a post-industrial environment
is strategically uncertain. Strategic choices must be made
among programs and activities. In this environment,
greater attention will therefore need to be given to
saving costs, increasing the efficiency of decision mak-
ing, and improving program quality-or, as William
Massy emphasizes, increasing productivity (Massy, 1990).
If the design of academic decision-making processes in
the 1970s was contingent upon its munificent environ-
ment, than the design of the 1990s will be similarly
contingent upon our new competitive environment.
Cameron and Tschirhart assert that, in this new context,
decision-making needs to be more participative, more
integrated on both the vertical and horizontal dimen-
sion, with greater delegation of authority and responsi-
bility to the appropriate level. In short, there needs to be
much greater integration and collaboration among dif-
ferentiated units. The segmentation of academic work
cannot be eliminated-research and discovery require
academic specialization. Differentiation must be matched
by mechanisms promoting integration.
To summarize, in order for an academic institution's
planning to become a truly strategic-choice process, it
must be designed as a primary means of organizational
integration. If the process is not designed to promote
collaboration, it cannot hope to effectively promote
strategic choice. The means for achieving integration
within organizations are widely known (Nadler and
Tushman, 1988). They involve nurturing norms essen-
tial to community and designing and implementing struc-
tural mechanisms that promote communication and
socialization among organizational members. In the
context of academic planning processes these design
elements can be organized into five general categories:
(1) clarifying and articulating norms essential to the
legitimacy of the planning process;
(2) designating and grouping functions where neces-
sary;
(3) promoting reciprocal (down-up) communication;
(4) encouraging the development of a planning and
choice making process within each strategic unit; and
(5) increasing direct communication and the sharing
of information among members of the academic
community.
Designing a Planning Process: A Case Study
These organizational design guidelines provide a basis
for designing and implementing a comprehensive plan-
ning process that will promote the organizational inte-
gration necessary for strategic choice. The case discus-
sion that follows illustrates how these general principles
were applied in the design of the planning process at a
major, public, research university. The University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill was the first public uni-
versity to open its doors in the United States. A member
of the American Association of Universities (since 1922)
Chapel Hill is oneofonly a handful of public institutions
that combine, in one campus, comprehensive academic
and health affairs programs. The University currently
has fourteen schools and colleges, including profes-
sional schools of medicine, dentistry, business, and law.
UNC-CH grew rapidly from under 6000, primarily
undergraduate students in the 1960s, to over 23,000 in
1992-93, 34% of whom are engaged in graduate and
professional education.
Because of this rapid and continuous growth in en-
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Elements of Organizational Design
Clarifying/Articulating Essential Norms-Norms in-
dispensable to successful strategic choice-making, are to
be articulated verbally and manifested visibly in the de-
sign of the planning process itself. This can be accom-
plished by:
• publicly articulating academic criteria to be used as a
basis for planning choices (see, e.g., criteria developed
by universities such as Michigan, Minnesota, Stanford,
SUNY-Albany, and Vanderbilt in Figure 2);
• ensuring that representatives in the planning process
from the larger academic community are fairly se-
lected;
designing the planning process to clearly integrate
with the budgeting process as a means of promoting
trust in the
process;
• fostering open-
ness by making
both planning
and resource al-
location infor-
mation broadly
available to
members of the
academic com-
munity; and
• encouraging
fair treatment
by initiating a
, Figure 2. Planning criteria at selected unive
comprehensive * 6
process in which all units are included.
Designating/Grouping Units--The designation ofwho
or which units will develop plans is a powerful means of
fostering unit integration and responsibility:
• identifying units where programs, technologies, and
customers interact, and thus where strategic choices
are possible; and
• grouping units which share similar technologies and/
or customers as a means of promoting consolidation
and an integrated strategic focus.
Promoting Reciprocal (Down-Up) Communication-
Motivating change requires implementing means of en-
couraging two-way communication and information shar-
ing:
Criterion Mich. Minn. Stanf. SUNY
Albany
Vand.
Quality X X X X X
Societal/Student
Demand
X X X X X
Cost X X X X X
Uniqueness/
Locational
Advantage
X X X X
Central ity X X
Connectedness X X
Integration X
• involving thosewho will be asked to produce plans in
the design of the overall planning process.
• distributing a "Call to Plan" as a means of shaping
and stimulating discussions among planning units
on strategic direction;
• scheduling planning hearings as a means of encour-
aging down-up communication; and
• specifying responsibilities and deadlines for responses
to plans as well as for planning submissions.
Encouraging Planning in Strategic Units—Given
the necessary decentralization of academic organiza-
tions, strategic choice making processes must be en-
couraged at all levels of colleges and universities:
• design must assure devel-
opment of a collective-plan-
ning process within each
relevant unit;
• provide consultative plan-
ning services to support units
where necessary;
• disseminate planning and
management data relevant
to the proposed planning
process; and
• structure the planning
report so as to prompt stra-
tegic choices by the unit.
'sines.
Increasing Direct Communication and the Sharing
of Information-The fluid nature of participation, and
the high degree of differentiation in academic organi-
zations, requires that administrators foster a common
culture through the techniques of direct communica-
tion:
• wide distribution of a "Call to Plan" to help build the
shared information, language, and norms necessary
for strategic choice;
• involving faculty members, staff members, and stu-
dents in the process of reviewing plans; and
• distributing special reports of the outcomes of the
planning process to all members of the institiution.
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rollment, as well as generous state support for operating
and capital budgets, UNC-CH was shielded from the
financial crises experienced by many American public
universities during the 1970s. The recession of the early
1980s was met by a state-wide freeze on public employ-
ees' salaries, however, and UNC-CH approached the
end ofthe 80s and difficult decision-making with limited
experience in comprehensive planning. In spite ofa rich
tradition ofinformal faculty governance, the experience
of incremental growth had not required a specific proc-
ess for faculty involvement in planning and budgeting.
The Universitywas divided into academic and health af-
fairs divisions and a resource allocation process which
encouraged decentralization and strong deans.
In 1988, a new Chancellor initiated a comprehensive
planning process. A planning design committee was
formed and charged with developing a proposal. The
committee was selected to represent a "diagonal slice"
of the University: it included the vertical dimension of
administration, staff, and students, as well as the hori-
zontal dimension of different academic and administra-
tive units. The committee included the chair of the fac-
ulty, knowledgeable representatives of the academic
and financial vice chancellors, the deans of the two
largest schools (i.e., Arts and Sciences and Medicine),
and two other deanswho had already implemented plan-
ning processes within their schools.
The committee began by examining the planning
processes of peer universities such as Virginia, Minne-
sota, Penn State, and North Carolina State. In the proc-
ess of comparative analysis seven questions, pertaining
to the organizational design principles discussed above,
were posed to the committee as a means of structuring
its task. These questions formed the basis for the com-
mittee's activities.
What Should be the Planning Timetable?
Planning involves large numbers of people. It has an
opportunity cost in both time and energy. Time spent on
planning cannot be spent on other things. Therefore,
comprehensive planning must be sequenced with other
critical ongoing processes such as operating and capital
budgeting. Because UNC-CH is on a biennial state
budgeting schedule, the planning process was proposed
for the "off year in which budget preparation was not
required. Since this was to be the first comprehensive
plan in the University's history, it was recommended
that the process be initiated in the late spring of the
academic year to permit deans and directors to design
their own planning process over the intervening sum-
mer. The timetable covered a full calendar year to en-
courage involvement at every level of the University.
What Units Should be Designated as Planning Units?
This activity presented a problem of selection and
grouping. Part of the planning design is to determine
which units need to develop a strategic focus, as well as
to capitalize on the planning process to promote needed
consolidation. The planning design at Chapel Hill ulti-
mately focused on twenty planning units, composed
primarily of the schools and colleges. Because of the
tradition of strong deans and semi-autonomous aca-
demic units, it was deemed inappropriate to review
plans for units below the level of a school, college, or
administrative division. Instead, the importance of de-
veloping a planning process within each of the planning
units and of selecting additional planning units at a
lower level were underscored but delegated to the ap-
propriate vice chancellor or dean. Each of the twenty
unit heads, however, would be asked to report on their
"plan to plan" early in the planning process.
Several "grouping" decisions proved extremely help-
ful. Chapel Hill has traditionally operated with three
separate libraries: academic affairs, health affairs, and
the law library. The decision to group all three libraries
as a planning unit led to a pan-university strategic library
plan, and fostered increased communication and col-
laboration between the libraries which has continued.
Similarly, several departmentalized schools, which had
previously tried to develop overall plans but had fallen
victim to political fights and turf issues between depart-
ments, were now able to capitalize upon the university-
wide call to plan to implement their own plans and
continuing planning processes.
What Types of Guidelines or Parameters Should be
Contained in the "Call to Plan "Issued to Each Unit?
The document which sets the stage for a planning
process provides a valuable opportunity to influence the
culture of a college or university. As at Minnesota,
Michigan, and Stanford, the document can articulate
institutional criteria forming the normative basis for
choices regarding priorities and budgetary allocations at
every level. The planning document can also provide
perceptions of the shared environment of all institu-
tional units as well as outline institutional priorities,
needs, and planning assumptions to guide the develop-
ment of unit plans. In its language, and in its conception
of planning, the initial planning document can establish
the extent to which trust, fairness, and openness will
prevail. At Chapel Hill, the planning design committee
recommended that the Chancellor's "Call to Plan" in-
clude university planning assumptions (the major as-
sumptions were stable enrollment and limited growth in
state support), a careful description of the planning
process, the newly developed mission statement of the
University, the planning calendar including deadlines
and responsibilities for both planning units and review
bodies, a list of the planning units, the expected format
for unit plans, and a sample plan for a fictitious unit. In
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addition, the Chancellor was encouraged to outline his
views of strategic issues confronting the University.
Because a number of the central administrative offi-
cers, including the Chancellor, had recently joined the
University from other institutions, the process was de-
signed to emphasize "bottom-up" communication and
the development of planning capacity at the unit level.
Criteria for strategic choice were not articulated. In-
stead, emphasis was placed upon openness and commu-
nication with the expectation that institutional norms
might be better communicated in subsequent planning
cycles.
What Should be Included in a Unit's Subitted Plan?
What a unit is asked to prepare in a planning docu-
ment will influence, to some extent,whether the unit will
develop a strategic process for developing choices, or
will produce a "shelf document." Most planning re-
quests emphasize the articulation of longer range goals
and objectives, joined with shorter range strategies or
actions designed to accomplish the goals. At Chapel
Hill, the complexity of the University and the concern
with developing a strategic choice capacity at every level
of the institution led to the following framework for the
unit plans:
I. Unit Assessment
• strengths/weaknesses of the unit;
• status of unit's human, financial and physical
resources;
• significant new developments in the area or
field;
• opportunities that exist for the development
of new or enhanced programs, services, and
activities with other units in the University
II. Specific Goals for a Five-Year Period
III. Program Strategies
• actions to be taken in the next biennium to
achieve stated goals
indicating source of funding and other units
affected
The emphasis ofeach document was to be on present-
ing the collective judgment of the members of the unit
regarding necessary decisions and actions. Therefore,
plans were meant to be brief documents, between five
and ten pages. Further, the focus was to be on a five-year
planning horizon reflecting collective, creative thought.
What Type ofData Should be Provided to Each Unit as
Part ofthe Planning Process?
Many universities have developed data profiles or
formats for each of their planning units which can in-
form judgments by university decision-makers and indi-
vidual units. These profiles provide a common vocabu-
lary of data, indicators, and critical ratios, as well as
intrinsic criteria such as student/faculty ratios, which
contribute to the integration of the institution. The
failure to define or make manifest this type ofdata is one
reason that choice-making has been so difficult in aca-
demic institutions. After examining the planning data
employed by a number of peer research universities, the
planning design committee recommended the develop-
ment of Planning Data Sheets, a four-page summary of
critical planning information for both academic and
support units. The sheets included data on students,
measures of academic performance (e.g., student credit
hours), space utilization information, indicators of contract
and grant activity, and expenditures by fund source and
purpose. Data were provided including three-year trends,
where possible. The sheets were designed in a "roll-up"
format. Similar sheets could be produced at every level
of the University: all university, division, school, and
department. The sheets for each ofthe twenty units were
provided to its respective planning unit head. Decisions
on distribution below that level were made by the unit
leader. The goal was to provide a body ofcommon data
and information to aid strategic choice-making at every
level.
What Should be the Process for Reviewing Plans (Le.,
Who, When, and How) ?
The process of reviewing unit plans is an obvious and
important design component for promoting reciprocal
communication. Plans may be reviewed incrementally-
first the review of mission statements, then the review of
an initial draft, then the review of the final planning
document-a process which encourages socialization
and learning. Plans can be reviewed hierarchically, prin-
cipally by line administrators, or by a process that em-
phasizes collegial structures thereby promoting hori-
zontal communication (Dill & Helm, 1988). This aspect
of the design can determine the degree to which a
planning process can increase integration in academic
organizations and requires careful attention. The plan-
ning design at Chapel Hill included the following mecha-
nisms which were designed to promote reciprocal com-
munication:
Initial review of a one-page "Plan to Plan."
• Reviews of school plans in academic and health af-
fairs by the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Health
Affairs, respectively, prior to the due date of plans.
• Review ofplans by the Chancellor and a Planning Re-
view Committee composed of the line vice chancel-
lors, the president ofthe student body, the chair of the
faculty and four faculty members appointed by the
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chair. This latter, ad hoc mechanism, was employed
because no existing governance group was deemed
appropriate.
• Scheduled meetings, prior to unit plan submissions
and after the planning presentations, to permit the
Planning Review Committee to first develop collabo-
rative norms, and then to advise the Chancellor on
responses to unit plans, as well as appropriate content
for a university-wide report on the planning process.
Scheduled meetings between the Planning Review
Committee and the twenty unit heads to discuss the
unit plans.
• Scheduled letters from the Chancellor to each unit
head providing feedback on their plan.
How Can the Results of the Planning Process Best be
Linked to the Budgeting Process?
The linkage between planning and budgeting is a
critical design issue best understood as a problem of the
larger issue oforganizational integration. The planning
design committee at Chapel Hill recommended sched-
uling the planning period in the year prior to the
submission of the state budget, including the executive
officers most centrally involved in resource allocation
in the Planning Review Committee, and assigning strat-
egy-setting duties to each unit where resource tradeoffs
could best be made. Finally, the committee recom-
mended publishing and broadly circulating a Chancel-
lor's Report on Planning which included the plans of
each of the twenty units and an outline of the needs for
the University as a whole. In short, while the committee
set the stage for the articulation of planning and budg-
eting, it argued that the University needed a comprehen-
sive, longer-range planning process, particularly in this
initial effort. Further, it recognized that the budgeting
process itself would likely need to be redesigned as a
result of the planning process.
Implementation of the Planning Process
Throughout the process of planning design and im-
plementation, attention was given to clarifying and ar-
ticulating community norms, designating strategic units,
promoting reciprocal communication, encouraging
planning in critical units, and increasing communica-
tion through the direct sharing of information. Figure 3
summarizes the major components of the planning design.
As a first step in promoting reciprocal communica-
tion, the proposed planning process was circulated for
comment and criticism to the principal administrative
and faculty committees as well as all administrative
heads. The overall response was extremely supportive.
Suggested changes led to the realignment of the number
ofplanning units as well as some revision of the planning
calendar.
The planning process was initiated by the distribution
of the Chancellor's Call to Plan in April 1990, and
immediately followed by a meeting among the central
administrators and heads of the designated planning
units to discuss the overall process. Over the summer
months, planning data sheets for each unit were pre-
pared and distributed. In September, each planning unit
submitted to the Chancellor a brief report on their
proposed planning process, and another meeting was
held at which several of the proposed unit processes
Implementation of Planning Process at UNC-CH
Month 1 Circulation of Planning Design
Month 6 Issuance of Call to Plan
Months 8-10 Provision of Planning Data
Month 1
1
Submission of Plan to Plan
Months 12-15 Appointment/Preparation of Planning
Review Committee
Month 19 Submission of Plans
Month 20 Planning Presentations/Review
Month 22 Chancellor's Letters to Units
Month 24 Chancellor's Report on Planning
Figure 3
were presented for discussion
Over the winter of 1990-91 the Planning Review
committee was formally appointed and met several times
to develop its role in the planning process and to plan
the scheduled reviews. Following review by the relevant
Vice Chancellor, plans were submitted to the Chancel-
lor in June of 1991 . During July, planning hearings were
held at which each planning unit head made a verbal
presentation of their plans to the Planning Review
Committee. Following these presentations, which fea-
tured active exchanges between the committee and those
presenting, the committee met to recommend points
that might appear in the Chancellor's letters to each unit
and to suggest content for the Chancellor's scheduled
report on planning. In September of 1991, letters pro-
viding reactions to each of the twenty plans were sent by
the Chancellor to the relevant unit heads. In the spring
of 1992, The Chancellor's Report on Planning was dis-
tributed to all members of the academic community. It
included synopses of the twenty unit plans, as well as a
statement of needs and issues affecting the University as
a whole.
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Outcome of the Planning Process
The outcome of this first exercise in comprehensive
planning was, predictably, mixed. There was general
agreement at the conclusion of the planning cycle that
the University had not identified its overall priorities or
made necessary strategic choices. In this sense, the result
of the planning process at UNC-CH was consistent with
those observed in recent research on planning (Schmidtlein
and Milton, 1989). There were, as always, mitigating
circumstances. As the planning process began, the
University was jolted by substantial cuts in its state
appropriations. These changes in the environment clearly
raised the ante on expected outcomes of the planning
process. As the planning process came to fruition, both
the Provost and the Vice Chancellor for Business and
Finance left the University for new positions.
Nonetheless, there were a number of positive gains.
Several academic units used the planning process to
increase their internal cohesion, and developed a capac-
ity for strategic decision-making. The review process led
to a stated consensus on what were termed "pan-univer-
sity" needs: rebuilding the library collections, network-
ing the campus, funding critical health and safety proj-
ects, and developing a university-wide budgeting and
reallocation process. As a result, a university-wide budget
committee was formed composed of the Provost, Vice
Chancellor for Business and Finance, Vice Chancellor
for Graduate Studies and Research, Vice Chancellor for
Health Affairs, and the Deans of Arts and Sciences and
Medicine. A budget reserve of one percent of overall
state appropriations was carved out of the budgets of all
units, but the budget cuts varied according to unit re-
sources and needs. This reserve was then reallocated to
the identified pan-university projects. Following the
faculty involvement in the Planning Review Committee,
the Faculty Council created a standing Executive Com-
mittee to represent the faculty in further planning and
budgeting. Reciprocal communication genuinely increased
as a result of the overall process, and the campus was not
fragmented by the pressures of budgetary cutbacks.
In short, following the logic of organizational design,
the campus was able to move from very limited experi-
ence in comprehensive planning to extensive experi-
ence, and managed in the process to avoid the more
obvious mistakes of centralized, top-down decision-
making. Many of the components essential to strategic
choice-making in a post-industrial environment are now
in place. Finally, they were developed in a manner
consistent with the academic and governance traditions
of the institution.
Conclusion
Institutions of higher education are among the most
differentiated organizations in contemporary society.
Academic organizations are fragmented into depart-
ments and units that are frequently in conflict over goals
and resources. But the post-industrial environment,
characterized by increasing competition and decreasing
resources, requires that academic institutions better
integrate these differentiated segments to achieve unity
of effort, efficiency, and quality. The organization of
academic life thus can be understood as an ongoing
dialectic between the forces for differentiation and the
forces for integration. The process ofplanning, properly
understood, is a critical mechanism for achieving inte-
gration in highly differentiated academic organizations.
How one develops and implements an integrative plan-
ning process in a highly fragmented organization is a
classic, and challenging, problem of organizational
design.cp
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